collections, but rather with different stages of a set of texts transmitted at times together, at times not. Many collections of this kind thus never had the separate and distinctive existence of, for example, Burchard's Liber decretory m. Finally, a third reason why minor collections of the eleventh and twelfth centuries in particular tend to be overlooked seems to be a misconception of linear progress in the development of canon law between the time of Burchard of Worms and that of Gratian. Paul Fournier established a general model of how the 'reform collections' of the late eleventh century sought to replace Burchard's Liber decretorum, ultimately successfully 2 ).
According to this model, the minor collections Fournier used to dismiss as 'farragines' played little if any role in the development of canon law in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. However, the fact that Burchard compiled a comprehensive systematic collection in the early eleventh century should not obscure the fact that less sophisticated canonical collections were compiled well into the twelfth century and played indeed an important role. These collections, arranged neither systematically nor chronologically but according to their formal sources, may not represent the most sophisticated developments in canon law, but they are good evidence for the general appetite for canon law, even where only poor material was available. In any case it was through such short and idiosyncratic abbreviations that canon law was known at many places.
One such collection is that preserved in Paris, BN lat. 13368, foil. Φ-Χ)". The manuscript failed to attract the attention of canon law historians until recently; Linda Fowler-Magerl describes it as 'uninviting' for good reason 3 ). It is a hasty twelfth-century copy of 338 canons, often in corrupt form, arranged in no apparent order. The largest share of material comes from the Fathers -Gregory I, Augustine, Jerome -supplemented by various synodal decrees, decretals and some canons from the capitularies. The collection is 2 ) Paul Fournier, Le Décret de Burchard de Worms: ses caractères, son influence, Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 12 ( 1911), 451-73 & 670-701, 689-90 ; idem, Un tournant d'histoire du droit 1060-1140, Nouvelle revue historique de droit fiançais et étranger 40 (1917) , 129-80, and idem, Les collections canoniques romaines de l'époque de Grégoire VII, Mémoires de l'Institut National de France, Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 41 (1920) , 271-397; they are all reprinted in hisnot divided into books or titles; even the division between individual canons is often hard to make out. In modern times, the manuscript was tightly bound and ploughed on all margins, so that the marginal rubrics are almost completely lost and many canons lack one or two lines of text. The manuscript was at Fleury before it came to St-Germain-des-Prés, but was most likely not written there 4 ). In many respects, then, the collection in BN lat. 13368 resembles a typical 'minor' collection -an unsystematic floritegium of patristic and canonistic authorities. But as Fowler-Magerl pointed out on several occasions, elements of this collection (though not the manuscript itself) were used for a considerable number of canon law collections in the second half of the eleventh and the first half of the twelfth centuries. In the following, the siglum TC (taken from the Kanones database) 5 ) will be used to designate the original collection, as opposed to the extant version in BN lat. 13368. Following her observations, I shall first outline the genesis of TC and then its influence in the eleventh and twelfth centuries.
To understand TC we must start with an examination of the extant form preserved in Paris, BN lat. 13368, though it represents a very late stage in the history of TC. The collection on foil. 9 '-20 v was bound together with other material at St-Germain or possibly already at Fleury. The other texts in the manuscript are not related to TC and were presumably not written in the same scriptorium 6 ). Additions found only in BN lat. 13368
As will become clear in the following, the distinction between the elements in this table derives from other collections drawing on TC. These all use shorter and more archaic versions of TC than that preserved in BN lat. 13368. Indeed, three earlier stages can be inferred: a 'core' of ca. 70 canons {TC, cc. 126-96); a 'complete form' of TC containing ca. 230 canons (TC, cc. 9-240 and probably also c. 1), and an 'augmented TC with an additional set of ca. 60 canons taken from the Quadripartitus (TC, cc. 241-303). The last canons in BN lat. 13368 (TC, cc. 304-38) are found in no other collection related to TC; in the following, they will largely be ignored. Whether the Decretum of Gelasius (TC, c. 1) was part of the 'complete TC and the question if and when the excerpts from the Roman jurist Paul (TC, cc. 2-8) were added to TC will be discussed in due course.
To begin with, three excerpts and the so-called Appendix Seguntina ultimately all drew on a common source that was very similar to TC, cc. 126-96, the 'core', but show no sign of the influence of the texts in the 'complete' text defined above"). Obviously, this part of TC enjoyed separate circulation. Its most recent text is the 'Ambrosian' claim that anyone contradicting ') Ed. Friedrich Thaner in MGH, Libelli de lite, i, 1-7. It was presumably part of the 'TC core' but ignored by the four collections drawing on it as will be discussed below.
I0 ) Cf. Fowler-Magerl, Fine distinctions and the transmission of texts, ZRG 114 Kan. Abt. 83 (1997), 146-86, 173, η. 35 2 ') Namely, TC, 147, While the origin of these three closely related minor collections drawing on the TC core may be considerably earlier than the manuscripts which contain them, the Appendix Seguntina is clearly late. It is an appendix to the Panormia transmitted with three Spanish copies which also contain decrees from the councils of Poitiers 1100 and Toulouse 1 
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) This Gregory I canon is an excerpt taken from the Epistola Widonis found in several TC-related collections: BN lat. 13414, fol. 122r (incomplete); Antwerp, corresponding to complete forms or fragments of some fifty TC canons, often in the sequence of TC 40 ). However, among these there are ten canons not taken from the core of TC which do occur in the complete form of TC. Their small number and their scattered distribution in the Appendix do not suggest that they were drawn from the 'complete ΠΓ' 41 )· The Appendix contains 40 of the 70 canons of the 'core' as opposed to a mere ten from the remaining 170 TC canons, and shares several characteristics with the other excerpts drawing only on the TC core discussed above. Therefore I assume that the Appendix depends on a formal source very similar to the TC core; the remaining ten canons presumably are due to cross-contamination from the complete TC or elsewhere, the exact transmission of which remains obscure.
These Paris/Antwerp excerpts and the Appendix Seguntina are the only known witnesses to the TC core. As sketched above, this core was later augmented to form what 1 call the 'complete TC, enlarged by the addition of cc. 9-240 and probably also the Decretum Gelasianum. This part of the 'complete TC' must have been compiled after 1059, for its most recent material comes from Nicholas' II synod in that year 42 ). It may well have had independent circulation before it was juxtaposed to the TC core, but if so, no witnesses are known. Its terminus ante quem is its employment for the Tripartita A in the mid-1090s; most other collection drawing on TC cannot be dated with certainty. As the genesis of most collections drawing on the complete TC is more or less obscure, the sequence they are discussed in here does not imply a chronological order. BN lat. 13368 contains 55 of these 60 canons. At least two more can be inferred to have been in the TC version used by the compiler of the Tripartita, since they are found in BN lat. 14193; this excerpt of the TC core has only a small number of TC canons and often incomplete texts, but few canons which do not occur in the other collections of the TC group. In Tripartita, the two canons are found in the middle of a sequence of other canons taken from TC, as will be shown later 47 ).
Even without this inference, the textual parallels are intriguing, and the sequence of canons leaves no doubt that TC and Tripartita are intimately related. In the unsystematic TC the canons are widely scattered through the collection, but most of them occur in the very order of Tripartita A 4g ). This suggests one of three possibilities: either TC could be an extract of Tripartita A, or both collections could depend on a common source, or Tripartita A employed a copy of TC itself as a formal source. The chaotic order of canons in TC and the fact that the parallels are limited to one section of the relevant Tripartita A section makes the first possibility unlikely. In principle, TC could of course depend on Tripartita A, yet it would be strange that the compiler should limit himself to an arbitrary section of a well-ordered collection, only to distribute these canons seemingly at random over the whole range of his collection. Better evidence, however, is available if we examine the canons in question more closely.
Almost all texts in Tripartita A 1.55 are, as one would expect, genuine or forged texts of Gregory I. Some, however, are not; and this misattributed material in Tripartita A can be used to determine the direction of dependence. In the series cc. 22-81, there are two such texts; one is c. 29, which is in fact from Gregory II (JE 2174), and the other, c. 32, an extract from Ps.-Gregory IV (JE f2579). As mentioned above, TC contained 57 of the 60 canons found in Tripartita Al.55, cc. 22-81, so only three canons are missing. Was TC an almost complete extract of the middle part of Tripartita Al.55? The three canons not found in TC strongly suggest that this is not the case. For the three canons 'omitted' are cc. 29, 31 and 32, only the second of which is genuine. This can hardly be regarded as accidental, and almost certainly excludes the 4 ') The canons correspond to Tripartita A 1.55, cc. 75-6 and are found in BN lat. 14193, fos 94r and 94v-95r, respectively; in the source used for the Tripartita, they would have been after TC, c. 211 (= TC, cc. 211A and 211B). idea that TC depends on Tripartita: the compiler of TC, if he drew on Tripartita, could hardly have picked Gregory I canons only and deliberately dismissed cc. 29 and 32 as spurious. The compiler of Tripartita A, presumably following his formal sources 49 ), regarded these two canons to be authentic texts from Gregory I and therefore put them into Tripartita A 1.55; no later user would be able to tell them from the surrounding Gregory I material. So either Tripartita A employed TC or both depend on a common source VX"). What would Λ'have looked like? It would have contained all Gregory I texts common to Tripartita A and BN lat. 13368 plus the three 'Gregory' canons not found in the latter but in Tripartita A. It could not have contained much more material, for otherwise it would be hard to explain why the compilers of TC and Tripartita chose the same texts. In principle, the hypothetical X collection could have contained Gregory I material only, or both Gregory canons and other materials. The first case can almost certainly excluded for a number of reasons: first, why should the compiler of TC have scattered the canons from his Gregory source over the whole collection? Even if this was the case, one would have to assume that TC existed already in its complete form before it was augmented from X\ this is at odds with the evidence for an independent transmission of the TC core discussed above. In fact, the assumption that Λ'also contained other material does not solve these problems. On the other hand, the idea that the compiler of Tripartita A drew on a collection very similar to BN lat. 13368, namely the collection I label the 'complete TC', offers an elegant solution without introducing a hypothetical source X which would in any case be largely indistinguishable from TC.
Indeed there is further evidence suggesting that Tripartita A depends on TC. Firstly, TC was used not only for Gregory I material but apparently also for a wider range of material at an early stage of the compilation of Tripartita, as may be seen in the Clement I section of some manuscripts 50 ). Secondly, sources, of cc. 82-112 remain obscure, it is clear that it was neither the Sinemuriensis nor TC. So TC not only tells us about the sources employed for Tripartita A but also shows the method of compilation. I conclude that for its Gregory I section, Tripartita A picked the 57 Gregory I fragments he found scattered over the TC he used, occasionally rearranging them, but largely preserving the TC sequence. The texts were taken not only from the 'core' of TC but rather from the complete TC 53 ); three canons (Tripartita Al.55, cc. 29 and 31-2) were integrated in the series from other sources. The Quadripartitus excerpts, on the other hand, were most probably not present in the TC version used here. The compiler of Tripartita A did not use a Gregory I canon found in this part of TC, and he also ignored the whole set of TC Quadripartitus canons 54 ). This is significant, since he certainly did As the Tripartita is attributed to Ivo of Chartres, one could ask whether TC was also used in his other canonistic works. Indeed there is some evidence that the complete TC may have been quoted by Ivo in his letters"). TC may also have been used for the Decretum but was almost certainly not used for the Panormia Si ). However, the relation between Ivo's letters, his Decretum and TC is more complicated and cannot be discussed here 59 ).
Another late-eleventh century collection that has several canons in common with TC, and is possibly related to it, is the Collection in nine books extant in two manuscripts now preserved at Wolfenbüttel and Ghent 60 ). gested that similarities between both collections are due to the fact that both draw on TC 2 ). She also pointed out that 9L and TC share some very rare material, especially the famous dictum 'Hereticum esse constat, qui non concordat Romanae ecclesiae' discussed above 73 ).
As the systematic 9L rearranges the canons taken from non-systematic sources completely, the use of TC is not easy to determine. There are some forty canons both collections have in common where I assume that the employment of TC for 9L is the most likely explanation 74 TC, cc. 9 (= 9L ii, c. 264), 23 (vi, v. 49), 26 (vi, c. 8), 28 (iii, c. 40), 31 (vii, c. 101), 43 (iii, c. 122), 53 (1, c. 129), 71a (iv, c. 36), 76 (v, c. 172), 79b (v, c. 13), 83 (v, c. 56), 90b (v, c. 91), 95 (v, c. 123), 115 (i, c. 37), 125 (iv, c. 37), 129c (vii, c. 69), 139 (iv, c. 1), 141 (i, c. 8), 144 (ii, c. 279), 146b (iv, c. 35), 156 (vii, c. 78), 159c (ii, c. 276), 170 (iii, c. 112), 182 (i, c. 103), 186 (i, c. 113), 215a (viii, c. 15), 225 (v, c. 158), 226 (iii, c. 87), 229 (v, c. 152) , In addition, the Palermo codex contains a set of 61 canons taken from TC. Fournier-Le Bras, who did not know BN lat. 13368, labelled these excerpts Italian on grounds that they allegedly formed a 'Gregorian reform collection' 83 ). However, the manuscript is most probably French and all its other sources point to Northern France; both the Abbreviatio and TC enjoyed considerable circulation in France but had no known influence in Italy. The Palermo excerpts are taken from the complete TC and faithfully preserve the order of the formal source 84 ). The selection coincides often but not always with that of the Tarraconensis II. Palermo begins the excerpts with the Decretum Gelasianum which is also the first canon in TC and continues with TC, cc. 9, 10, 12-4; this makes it likely that the Sententiae Pauli (cc. 2-8 in the extant BN lat. 13368)
were not yet part of the TC employed here. By the same token, the excerpts end with TC, c. 234 and there is no evidence that the formal source of Palermo contained any of the canons found only in the 'augmented' form (i.e. TC, cc. 241-338). Therefore I conclude that the complete form of TC, not the augmented, was employed here. . 1,9-10,12-4,17,29-30,34-5,38,39 (second part only), 42,40 (sic), 45,47,  49, 54-5, 57, 59-60, 61 (first part), 77-8, 79 (first part), 81, 86, 101 (first part), 125,  127-30, 132, 134, 138-42, 146, 147 (second part), 149-52, 154, 159, 192-3, 196-7 , 210, 231-3 and 234 (first part).
7* all originated in Northern France between the end of the eleventh century and the beginning of the twelfth; as it seems, TC circulated widely in this region around 1100. It was presumably there that it was augmented with excerpts taken from book four of the Quadripartitus. This augmented form, to which we must now tum, was used by the Tarraconensis II, and for an appendix added to a copy of the Caesaraugustana II.
The Liber Tarraconensis is a non-systematic collection of the late eleventh century traditionally associated with Poitiers 85 ). Some time after 1097 the collection was augmented with additional material at the beginning and the end and divided into seven books to form the so-called Tarraconensis Selection, ) Selection, 105. u ) TC, 17(c. 124), [19] [20] 22 (c. 127), 25 (c. 129), 29 (c. 130), 54 (c. 144), 59 (c. 145), 71 (c. 150), 73 (c. 151), 85 (c. 152), 90b (c. 155), 99 (c. 156), 109 (c. 159), 113b(c. 160), 126 (c. 166), , 161-5 (cc. 194-8), 167-73 (cc. 199-205), 175-9 (cc. 206-10), 181-2 (cc. 211-2), 184-8 (cc. 213-7), 191-8 (cc. 218-25), 203 (c. 226), 207-14 (cc. 227-34), 217 (c. 235), 222-8 (cc. 236-4le), 231-5 (cc. 242-7), 238-9 (cc. 248-9), 245 (c. 250), 247-8 (cc. 251-2), 260-1 (cc. 253-4), 292-303 (cc. 255-66 In the 1140s, the Caesaraugustana I was reworked; new canons were added partly from the sources used for the first version, partly from other sources, including TC according to ). This second ver-
") The first part of book six (cc. 1-117) draws on other sources; in the second part, only one canon {Tarraconensis II vi, c. 128) has no parallel in the extant BN lat. 13368; one could reasonably suspect that it was part of the TC version used for the Tarraconensis II. *) Fowler-Magerl, Selection, 182: 'Many of the canons added to the first version came from the same sources used for the first version, others from Poitevine sion (Caesaraugustana II) is not divided into books, although its model probably was; nonetheless, it is a systematic collection. This makes it more difficult to determine the relation to an unsystematic collection like TC, as the order of canons provides little if any evidence. Given that Caesaraugustana II still remains to be analysed, great caution is necessary before parallels to another collection can be taken as evidence for the influence of the latter. Indeed the case of the Caesaraugustana II is even more complicated, as the first version had already drawn heavily on Tripartita A, which certainly drew on TC. At the present I cannot affirm that the Caesaraugustana II drew on TC directly"). More evident, however, is the direct use of TC for the appendix to the Caesaraugustana II in BN ms lat. 3876' 00 ). The appendix contains 308 canons about 60 of which are also in TC', there are several series of canons preserving the order of TC W '). The canons are taken from the whole range of TC, and a series extending to the Quadripartitus excerpts suggests that an augmented TC was employed here 102 ). It seems that the compiler of the appendix, like the compiler of Tarraconensis II, avoided TC canons already found in the Caesaraugustana II he was supplementing.
As sketched above, the compilation of TC was not a very sophisticated enterprise; basically, four large blocks of excerpts from different sources were placed end to end over a period of some time. The unsystematic collections and excerpts drawing on TC confirm that the extant version in BN lat. 13368 preserves the structure of the collection relatively well, although it seems to could be in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. TC itself is primitive; yet it contained enough interesting material, and was short enough, to be copied frequently. Its influence seems to have been wider than that of several betterknown collections. Yet I do not argue that TC is an important collection, only mistakenly classified as a minorflorilegium. Rather, the interesting aspect of TC lies precisely in the fact that it is an ordinary 'minor' collection, the influence of which would probably never have been recognised if BN lat. 13368 had not survived or had continued to escape the attention of modern scholars. This implies that potentially many collections like TC could once have existed or may yet be discovered. TC thus reminds us how very limited is our knowledge of the complex history of pre-Gratian canon law collections. The wide circulation TC seemingly enjoyed ca. 1050 to ca. 1150 in widely scattered centres also warns against the idea that shared material necessarily implies common origin in time and space. It further warns against assuming that collections were compiled soon after the most recent material they contain. The latest dated material in TC comes from ca. 1075, but although TC was added to several times and remained in use until at least the 1140s, no more recent material was added.
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